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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 1-49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. By merely describing a process, the claims fail to meet the standard format of 
claiming convention which should include matters such as a method with steps, an apparatus or 
an article of manufacture. The examiner will interpret claims 1-49 in light of the specification. 
However, appropriate corrections are required. 

3. Claims 1-49 are generally narrative and indefinite, failing to conform with current U.S. 
practice. They appear to be a literal translation into English from a foreign document. 

For the purpose of applying prior art, the examiner will make the best effort in 
interpreting claims 1-49 in light of the specification. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

5. Claim 1, 4, 6-10, and 13, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Barrett et al. ("Barrett", US 5,880,727). 
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As per claim 1, Barrett discloses a display device for displaying options, wherein there is 
a case in which all of the options are displayed (FIG.6) and a case in which some of the options 
are displayed (FIG.5), and the display device is controlled so that at least one of the options to be 
displayed in both of the cases is displayed in a position which is different in the case in which all 
of the options are displayed than in the case in which some of the options are displayed (FIGS. 5 
& 6, the '100%" option button and the "AUTO" option button are displayed in a position which 
is different in both cases). 

As per claim 4, Barrett discloses a display device for displaying options, wherein there is 
a case in which all of the options are displayed (FIG.6) and a case in which some of the options 
are displayed (FIG.5), and the display device is controlled so that the options are displayed with 
a larger interval between the options when some of the options are displayed than when all of the 
options are displayed (there is more space on the display screen when some of the options are 
displayed (FIG.5) than when all of the options are displayed (FIG.6). 

As per claim 6, Barrett teaches the display device wherein the options include options 
associated with a duplex image forming function (FIG.4, 2 SIDED options: 1 -> 1 Sided, 1 ->2 
Sided t 2 ->2 Sided, 2 ->1 Sided). 

As per claim 7, Barrett teaches the display device wherein whether all of the options are 
displayed or some of the options are displayed is determined according to mounting conditions 
of additional devices (col.2, lines 41-58, controller 15 controls all functions within multi- 
function device so as to coordinate all interactions between the various modules and devices that 
may include: a sorter, stapler, feeder, etc.). 
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As per claim 8, Barrett teaches the display device wherein the display device is used for 
selection of functions of an image forming apparatus (col.2, lines 20-27, user interface 5 allows 
user to select the various functions of the image forming apparatus). 

As per claim 9, Barrett teaches the display device wherein the display device is a touch 
panel type display device which allows a user to select a function by touching a displayed area of 
one of the options (col.5, lines 29-30, user interface is a touch-sensitive video display device). 

As per claim 10, Barrett teaches the display device further comprising display control 
means for displaying the options in a uniform arrangement when the number of the options to be 
displayed is changed (FIG. 2, col.2, lines 44-47, controller 15; FIGS. 5 & 6, options are 
displayed uniformly such as in the case of "100%" option, "AUTO" option, and "X:78%" 
"Y: 100%" option). 

As per claim 13, Barret teaches the display device wherein the options include options 
associated with a particular function, and the options associated with the particular function are 
displayed when the particular function is selected on a predetermined display screen (col.5, lines 
48-51, activatable area is associated with a certain value, function, or linked screen). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 
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7. Claim 2, 5, and 11-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Barrett et al. ("Barrett", US 5,880,727) in view of Kino et al. ("Kino", US 6,469,719). 

As per claim 2, Barrett discloses a display device for displaying options, wherein there is 
a case in which all of the options are displayed and a case in which some of the options are 
displayed (FIGS. 5 & 6, the "100%" option button and the "AUTO" option button are displayed 
in a position which is different in both cases). Barrett does not specifically disclose wherein the 
display device is controlled so that at least one of the options to be displayed in both of the cases 
is displayed in a size which is different in the case in which all of the options are displayed than 
in the case in which some of the options are displayed. Kino teaches a display device with 
improved layout of options wherein the display size of at least one of the options are adjusted or 
reduced (FIG.l, col. 2, lines 46-65, layout unit, size reducing unit). It would have been obvious to 
an artisan at the time of the invention to combine the teachings of Kino with the display device 
of Barrett in order to accommodate the fluctuation in the number of menu items without 
requiring the definition of a plurality of GUI screens with different layouts of menu options 
(col.2, lines 25- 32). 

As per claim 5, Barrett discloses a display device for displaying options, wherein there is 
a case in which all of the options are displayed and a case in which some of the options are 
displayed (FIGS. 5 & 6, the "100%" option button and the "AUTO" option button are displayed 
in a position which is different in both cases). Barrett does not specifically disclose wherein the 
display device is controlled so that the options are displayed in a larger size when some of the 
options are displayed than when all of the options are displayed. Kino teaches a display device 
with improved layout of options wherein the display size of at least one of the options are 



Application/Control Number: 09/985,999 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2174 

adjusted or reduced (FIG.l, col.2, lines 46-65, layout unit, size reducing unit). It would have 
been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to combine the teachings of Kino with the 
display device of Barrett in order to display options large enough for the user to discern without 
making them overly difficult to read (col. 3, lines 5- 23). 

As per claim 1 1 , Barrett discloses the display device substantially as claimed. Barrett 
does not specifically disclose the display device further comprising display control means which 
selects one of display data which are stored in advance and uses the selected display data to 
display the options when the number of the options to be displayed is changed. Kino teaches the 
display device further comprising display control means which selects one of display data which 
are stored in advance and uses the selected display data to display the options when the number 
of the options to be displayed is changed (FIG.l, GUI Control Unit, Menu Control Unit, Menu 
Display Attribute Storage Unit, Layout Information Storage Unit, col.2, line 46-56, display form 
and display position of each menu option stored in storing unit can be adjusted, so that more 
options can be displayed on the GUI screen). It would have been obvious to an artisan at the 
time of the invention to combine the teachings of Kino with the display device of Barrett in order 
to dynamically arrange the options even if the display positions of options are not determined in 
advance and thus reducing the time taken to design and develop the GUI screens (col.2, lines 52- 
56). 

As per claim 12, Barrett discloses the display device substantially as claimed. Barrett 
does not specifically disclose the display device further comprising calculating means for 
determining by calculation display positions of the options when the number of the options to be 
displayed is changed. Kino teaches the display device comprising calculating means for 
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determining by calculation display positions of the options when the number of the options to be 
displayed is changed (col.2, lines 57-67, layout determining unit includes a display position 
determining unit for determining the display position of each option so that the options do not 
overlap one another). It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to 
combine the teachings of Kino with the display device of Barrett so the greatest possible 
numbers of options are simultaneously and favorably displayed with respect to the sizes and the 
total number of options(coL3, lines 1-9) . 

8. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Barrett et al. 
("Barrett", US 5,880,727) in view of Hocker et al. ("Hocker", US 5,754,179). 

As per claim 3, Barrett discloses a display device for displaying options, wherein there is 
a case in which all of the options are displayed and a case in which some of the options are 
displayed (FIGS. 5 & 6, the "100%" option button and the "AUTO" option button are displayed 
in a position which is different in both cases). Barrett does not specifically disclose wherein the 
display device is controlled so that at least one of the options to be displayed in both of the cases 
is displayed in a shape which is different in the case in which all of the options are displayed 
than in the case in which some of the options are displayed. Hocker teaches a method for 
organizing, displaying, managing, and selecting options on a graphical user interface in which 
the options are distinguished by one of a plurality of distinguishing features such as size and 
shape (col.l, lines 58-60; coL4, lines 36-48, distinguishing features include: size, shape). It 
would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to combine the teachings of 
Hocker with the display device of Barrett to provide users with a dynamic way of defining the 
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relationship among the many different options on a graphical user interface by selecting different 
shapes to represent different functions (col.l, line 63-col.2 line 16). 

9. Claims 14-49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Barrett et 
al ("Barrett", US 5,880,727) in view of Kino et al. ("Kino", US 6,469,719) and further in view 
of Hocker et al. ("Hocker", US 5,754,179). 

As per claim 14, Barrett discloses a display method for displaying options, wherein there 
is a case in which all of the options are displayed (FIG.6) and a case in which some of the 
options are displayed (FIG.5), and at least one of the options to be displayed in both of the cases 
is displayed in a position which is different in the case in which all of the options are displayed 
than in the case in which some of the options are displayed (FIGS. 5 & 6, the "100% ,f option 
button and the "AUTO" option button are displayed in a position which is different in both 
cases). Barrett does not specifically disclose at least one of the options to be displayed in both of 
the cases is displayed, in a size or in a shape which is different in the case in which all of the 
options are displayed than in the case in which some of the options are displayed. Kino teaches a 
display device with improved layout of options wherein the display size of at least one of the 
options are adjusted or reduced (FIG.l, col.2, lines 46-65, layout unit, size reducing unit). It 
would have been obvious to an artisan at the time of the invention to combine the teachings of 
Kino with the display device of Barrett in order to accommodate the fluctuation in the number of 
menu items without requiring the definition of a plurality of GUI screens with different layouts 
of menu options (col.2, lines 25- 32). 
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Hocker teaches a method for organizing, displaying, managing, and selecting options on 
a graphical user interface in which the options are distinguished by one of a plurality of 
distinguishing features such as size and shape (col.l, lines 58-60; coL4, lines 36-48, 
distinguishing features include: size, shape). It would have been obvious to an artisan at the time 
of the invention to combine the teachings of Hocker with the display device of Barrett to provide 
users with a dynamic way of defining the relationship among the many different options on a 
graphical user interface by selecting different shapes to represent different functions (col.l, line 
63-col.2 line 16). 

Claim 15 and 19 are individually similar in scope to claim 6 and therefore are rejected 
under similar rationale. 

Claim 16 and 20 are individually similar in scope to claim 7 and therefore are rejected 
under similar rationale. 

Claim 17 is similar in scope to claim 10 and therefore is rejected under similar rationale. 

Claim 18 is similar in scope to claim 14 and therefore is rejected under similar rationale. 

Claims 21-24 are individually similar in scope to claim 7 and therefore are rejected under 
similar rationale. 

Claims 25-28 are individually similar in scope to claim 8 and therefore are rejected under 
similar rationale. 

Claims 29-32 are individually similar in scope to claim 9 and therefore are rejected under 
similar rationale. 

Claims 33-36 are individually similar in scope to claim 10 and therefore are rejected 
under similar rationale. 
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Claims 37-40 are individually similar in scope to claim 11 and therefore are rejected 
under similar rationale. 

Claims 41-45 are individually similar in scope to claim 12 and therefore are rejected 
under similar rationale. 

Claims 46-49 are individually similar in scope to claim 13 and therefore are rejected 
under similar rationale. 

Conclusion 

10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Barrett et al. (US 5,880,727) teaches reprographic system for arranging presets locations 
in a multi-level user interface 

Kino et al. (US 6,469,719) teaches graphical user interface apparatus with improved 
layout of menu items 

Hocker et al. (US 5,754,179) teaches selections facilitation on a graphical interface 

Cok (US 5,548,692) teaches method for layout of arbitrarily sized and shaped icons in a 

display 

Yamamoto (US 6,618,061) teaches input display device and method for switching the 
processing functions displayed in a plurality of display areas 
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Inquiries 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Anh Nguyen whose telephone number is (703) 305-8649. 

The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday from 6:00 am to 3:30 pm 
(EST) and alternate Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kristine Kincaid, can be reached on (703) 308-0640. 

The fax number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
(703) 872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3900. 



Anh T Nguyen 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2174 




